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While there have been substantial increases in women’s education and rapid declines in fertility 
in the past decades, women still participate in the labor force in lower rates than men—and this is 
particularly true for women during the transition to motherhood. I analyze the case of Chile, a developing 
country that despite experiencing significant demographic transformations, still has a relatively low 
female labor force participation rate. I identify the most common work-family trajectories during the 
transition to motherhood and examine how these have changed over time—across five birth cohorts. I 
find cohort differences in the way women experience the work-family conflict that go beyond changes in 
education and timing of fertility. New mothers today are less likely to be steadily at home, but that does 
not mean that they are more likely to work continuously. Instead, they are more likely of following 
unsteady work-family trajectories and opt out.  
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INTRODUCTION 
In the past decades, most countries in the world have experienced decreasing fertility and 
increasing women’s educational attainment and labor force participation (LFP) (Bongaarts and Watkins 
1996, Gakidou, Cowling, Lozano et al. 2010). We also know that women’s employment is strongly 
shaped by family processes and that the transition to parenthood is a key life turning point in the work-
family conflict, where being continuously employed can be challenging (Desai and Waite 1991, Goldin 
2006, Percheski 2008). Historically, mothers have been less attached to the labor force than childless 
women and men. Even today, 61.8% of mothers of young children in the U.S. participate in the labor 
force, compared to 94.2% of fathers (CPS, 2016). In Latin America, 56% of mothers of young children 
participate in the workforce, compared to 67.2% of women without young children and to 95.2% of men 
(CEDLAS, 2012). Although in the aggregate the rates of mother’s LFP have increased (Goldin 2006, 
Percheski 2008), this does not necessarily mean that more women are working continuously during the 
transition to motherhood. Steady work across the life course has lasting consequences for economic and 
career outcomes, so analyzing the work-family trajectories of women during the transition to motherhood 
and how these have changed over time is key to better understand the persisting gender inequalities in the 
labor market. 
Employment trajectories are important because people who experience lapses or periods out of 
work will likely face negative impacts in their future job prospects, wages, and retirement (Arulampalam 
2001, Hotchkiss and Pitts 2005, Madero-Cabib and Fasang 2016, Pedulla 2016). Furthermore, the most 
vulnerable are more likely to follow ‘interrupted' employment paths, and taking time out of work to take 
care for family has particularly negative consequences (Madero-Cabib and Fasang 2016, Moen and 
Roehling 2005, Weisshaar 2018).  Given the gender division of labor and social norms and expectations
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 around motherhood, the transition to parenthood is a highly gendered process mostly affecting 
women’swork-family trajectories (Ann, Julia and Suzan 2012, Hays 1998, Jill, Claire and Sarah 2015, 
Waite, Haggstrom and Kanouse 1985). 
Existing research on women’s employment has demonstrated that many different factors shape 
work-family decisions, including class/family background, gender beliefs, family structure, skills and 
education, work opportunities, and work-family policies (Brewster and Rindfuss 2000, Damaske and 
Frech 2016, Frytak, Harley and Finch 2004, Moen and Roehling 2005). In the past decades, most 
countries in the world have experienced significant changes in many of these factors. However, there is a 
lack of longitudinal data that has the adequate sample size, timing, and measures to study cohort changes 
in women’s work-family trajectories. Hence, we do not know how the work-family trajectories during the 
transition to motherhood have changed across cohorts, if at all. This is a relevant area of research that this 
paper contributes to.  
Studying work-family trajectories—that is, sequences of paid work and home/care work 
statuses—rather than one point in time estimates involves a life course approach of analyzing social 
pathways that take into account the timing and ordering of events (Elder, Johnson and Crosnoe 2003). 
Some scholars have applied this approach to work and family trajectories and argued how crucial it is to 
consider the complexities of people’s experiences over the life course (Aisenbrey and Fasang 2017, 
Damaske and Frech 2016, Garcia-Manglano 2015, Lu, Wang and Han 2017). However, this research has 
been focused in the U.S. and Western Europe, resulting in a lack of knowledge about how these 
trajectories take place in countries that have experienced the rapid demographic transitions, have lower 
rates of female LFP, and different cultural and policy contexts.  
To address these limitations in current research, I analyze the case of Chile, a Latin American 
developing country. I use longitudinal and retrospective data covering over 30 years of employment 
histories from five birth cohorts to examine women’s work-family trajectories for an eight-year period of 
the transition to motherhood; from two years before to six years after the first childbirth. Chile, as the 
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United States, is a liberal market-centered state with a high-level of income inequality. In contrast with 
the U.S., while there have been rapid increases in the rates of Chilean women’s LFP, rates are still 
relatively low. Among Latin American countries, Chile has been labeled as “the Chilean exception”; it 
has one of the most developed economies, one of the lowest fertility rates, and one of the highest 
educational level of women, while at the same time it has the second lowest rate of female LFP (47.4% in 
2015) (CASEN 2015). Despite these changes towards more ideal conditions for women’s work, there 
seem to be persistent obstacles for women, and particularly for mothers, to work continuously during the 
life course. 
In this paper, I ask: What are the most common work-family trajectories followed by women 
during the transition to motherhood? How does social class background and human capital theories 
explain the work-family trajectories followed by women during the transition to motherhood? Are there 
cohort changes in the work-family trajectories followed by women during the transition to motherhood? 
The findings show that there is a large heterogeneity in the work-family trajectories women follow 
during the transition to motherhood and that human capital and social class background have an important 
and persisting role in shaping these trajectories. Further, I find that there are distinct cohort differences 
that seem to be independent from changes in education and timing of fertility, suggesting behavior or 
labor market shifts that go beyond the fact that recent cohorts are having fewer children and are more 
educated.  
In the following section, I draw from the life course and work-family conflict bodies of literatures 
to frame the goals of this paper and raise hypotheses about the work-family trajectories during the 
transition to motherhood, the factors that shape them, and how they have changed over time. Next, I show 
that the case of Chile is helpful to understand the way that mothers’ trajectories have changed over time in 
a context of rapid macro-level changes. After describing the data and methods used, I present the work-
family trajectories identified and the main findings from the models. I conclude by showing how the 
findings of this paper are a contribution to the work, family, and gender research.
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
There is an extensive and significant scholarship in the areas related to this project—including 
employment trajectories, gender inequality in the labor market, and the work-family conflict. This 
literature has shown the importance of continuous employment and how women, and especially mothers, 
face more challenges achieving it. Different theories about how people make work-family decisions have 
been suggested and factors such as social class background, human capital and fertility seem to be key. 
Despite the important changes in many of these factors in the past decades, we do not know much about 
how, if at all, the work-family trajectories of women during the transition to motherhood have changed 
across time and to what extent existing work-family theories apply to different cultural contexts. 
Employment Trajectories Across the Life Course 
Work trajectories across the life course may vary substantially across people and are commonly 
affected by important life events, such as childbirth. In the short and long-term, continuous, full-time 
employment across the life course is fundamental for future career, job, and financial outcomes 
(Arulampalam 2001, Hotchkiss and Pitts 2005, Madero-Cabib and Fasang 2016, Moen and Roehling 
2005, Pedulla 2016). However, who follows a particular trajectory is not random; there are specific 
groups of people that are more likely to follow interrupted pathways. As Moen and Roehling (2005:194) 
argue, “the costs of deviating from what has historically been the typical path of continuous, full-time (or 
more) employment (that is, the costs of being part of the secondary workforce) have always been borne 
by minorities, women, and the unskilled (…). In this way, gender inequalities, both within households 
and within society, are continuously reproduced”. Income inequalities, I would add, are also being 
reproduced. The “feminization of poverty” in developing countries is closely related to the lack of work 
experience of women who find themselves in a situation of need and lack of work opportunities
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 (Lamas and Pedroza 2009, Pettit and Hook 2012). In Latin America, it is estimated that poverty 
would significantly increase if women stopped working and that their contribution to household income is 
key in reducing poverty levels (Lamas and Pedroza 2009) 
Parenthood as a Gendered Turning Point 
The transition to parenthood is an important life event that can shape the levels of attachment to 
paid work and home/care work (Ann et al. 2012, Jill et al. 2015, Waite et al. 1985). Given that gender is a 
multilevel system that “organize(s) both family and work so as to support male advantage in the 
marketplace and female responsibility in the home” (Risman 1999:45), we can expect the transition to 
parenthood to be particularly important in women’s work pathways. The sexual division of labor puts 
women, more than men, in a position of deciding between paid employment or staying at home1. This can 
be particularly true in more traditional cultural contexts, like Chile and other Latin American countries, 
where gender norms around parenthood are less egalitarian2 (Staab 2012). 
Women, and especially those who are mothers, tend to experience organizational obstacles and 
workplace discrimination that “push” them out of the workforce or make it very hard to go back (Correll, 
Benard and Paik 2007, Damaske 2011, Stone 2007). Therefore, women in the transition to motherhood 
are more likely to experience the work-family conflict, have lapses in their work trajectories, and spend 
more time doing unpaid care work at home. Furthermore, we know that not all work lapses have equal 
impacts; taking time out of work to care for family has stronger negative effects on hiring prospects than 
                                                 
1 It is relevant to mention that most women who are not working for pay are doing unpaid household and 
caretaking labor, which in market-based societies, as the United States and Chile, is generally not valued, even 
though it is a very important part of the economy (England 2005). However, for clarity, when referring to work or 
employment I mean paid work and when referring to home/care, I mean unpaid homemaking/caretaking work. 
2 The World Value Survey of 2011 shows that the percentage of upper-class women who agree with “When a 
mother works a child suffers” is much higher in Chile than in the U.S., and that in Chile there are also larger class 
differences in this attitude: 29% of women (35.5% of men) agree in the lowest three income steps in comparison 
with a 43.6% of women (51.3% of men) in the highest three income steps. In the US: 22.4% of women (37.8% of 
men) agree in the lowest three income steps in comparison with a 22.8% of women (24.1% of men) in the highest 
three income steps.  
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having a lapse because of unemployment (Weisshaar 2018). Since women are the most likely to 
experience lapses for family reasons, this consequence is mostly borne by mothers.  
A Trajectory Approach to Women’s Employment 
A life course approach has the potential of putting social pathways in the center by focusing on 
trajectories—that is, on sequences of roles that are made up of transitions between states (Frytak et al. 
2004). Most of research on women’s employment has been based on cross sectional measures or 
aggregate longitudinal measures—but reducing life trajectories to “point-in-time outcomes” misses the 
complexity with which these processes occur at the individual level. A growing body of research has been 
interested in trajectories over the life course (e.g. (Aisenbrey and Fasang 2017, Damaske and Frech 2016, 
Lu et al. 2017) showing the relevance of taking the complexities of these experiences into account. 
Trajectories are especially significant when analyzing women’s employment given how much it can be 
affected by life turning points such as marriage and motherhood. Furthermore, looking at the cumulative 
time working or not working is limited; reducing the varying trajectories to cumulative measures misses 
the ordering and timing aspects of the trajectories which have a key role (Elder et al. 2003). Incorporating 
these dimensions and focusing on the process as an outcome is a feature of the life-course approach that is 
applied in this paper. 
Few studies have analyzed the work-family trajectories of men and women, but so far, we know 
that men’s paths are highly homogeneous—full-time continuous employment is the expectation and 
seems to be most common reality (Han and Moen 1999, Williams and Han 2003). Furthermore, while 
men are most commonly out of the labor force due to illness or disability, most women are most 
commonly out of the labor force due to home responsibilities (Hipple 2015). There seems to be much 
more heterogeneity in the work trajectories of women, and staying at home for family reasons is much 
more prevalent. Evidence on U.S. women shows that there is an important variety in the employment 
trajectories of women across the life course. Most women follow steady work trajectories—around 40% 
and 57% of all women and 57% of new mothers, depending on the study—but a significant proportion of 
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women follow other trajectories that vary in their level attachment to work across different life stages 
(Damaske and Frech 2016, Garcia-Manglano 2015, Lu et al. 2017). Furthermore, qualitative work 
suggests that groups of women can spend most of their lives in interrupted trajectories, moving in and out 
of jobs, and experiencing periods of unemployment (Damaske 2011). 
These studies on work trajectories in the U.S. offer insightful findings that inspire this research. 
However, they also have some limitations that this study aims to overcome. First, most of what existing 
research tells us about work trajectories of women only look at paid work. Focusing on paid employment 
is relevant because we know that intermittent employment has effects on people’s later employment 
opportunities and wages (Moen and Roehling 2005) but this does not reveal how unpaid domestic work is 
allocated. We cannot assume that the period in which women are not employed is because they are at 
home doing care work—they could be studying, unemployed, unable to work, or not working for other 
reasons. Second, the study looking at the trajectories around the transition to motherhood up to one year 
after the first birth (Lu et al. 2017) is not able to show what happens with these mothers in the long run 
which is especially relevant to the opting out literature (Percheski 2008, Stone 2007)—women could be 
returning to work after a short period after their first birth but they could be opting out soon after or 
entering an unstable period of work and unemployment that would not be captured in this type of short 
term studies. Third, these studies describe the work trajectories of one cohort of women, thus they have 
not been able to shed light on how these trajectories have changed, or not, over time. To my knowledge, 
there are no U.S. surveys that currently have the necessary data allow to examine work-family trajectories 
across different birth cohorts—more specifically; full work histories that differentiate between out of the 
labor force and home/care work, and panels or retrospective data across different cohorts that are old 
enough)3. Finally, as this review shows, all of these studies on work trajectories use U.S. or Western 
                                                 
3 To my knowledge, the main datasets used to study employment in the U.S. have limitations that do not allow to 
conduct a cross-cohort analysis of work-family trajectories. The Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP) 
has panels that cover a short span of time (4 years) restricting the possible analysis to a period of 1-2 years around 
childbirth.  The Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) does not have monthly work histories until 2005 and does 
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European data—given the importance of macro-level characteristics such as demographic factors and 
cultural norms—our understanding of how these processes take place will be benefited by examining 
different contexts(Ann et al. 2012).  
Given the gender division of labor, the gender expectations about motherhood, and the work-
family conflict, I expect that the trajectories women follow during the transition to motherhood will be 
heterogeneous; including at least a steady work, steady home, opting out, and interrupted work-family 
trajectories (Hypothesis 1). 
Theories on Work-Family Trajectories 
Different theories aim to explain work-family decisions and, more specifically, women’s 
employment behavior. Social class background can restrict people’s future possibilities. The early 
disadvantages/advantages theories state that growing up in a household of a lower socioeconomic level 
may affect the way in which women engage in education, paid work, family, among others—and these 
effects may be cumulative over time impacting later-life socioeconomic conditions and well-being (Ann 
et al. 2012, Damaske and Frech 2016, Frytak et al. 2004). Similarly, research on women’s employment 
trajectories in the U.S. has shown that early poverty is associated with intermittent and part-time work 
paths (Damaske and Frech 2016). In Latin America, women from poorer social backgrounds are more 
likely to not participate in the workforce and, if they do, to engage in informal work (Lamas and Pedroza 
2009). 
The human capital theory states that the likelihood of being employed after childbirth is affected 
by the investment made in human capital (education, skills, and experience) (Moen and Roehling 2005). 
Women who have invested heavily (higher levels of education, higher incomes before childbirth, and 
more years of work experience) will more likely have a higher attachment to work and will face higher 
‘costs' of leaving the market (Brewster and Rindfuss 2000, Desai and Waite 1991, Moen and Roehling 
                                                 
not ask about home/care work. The National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY) could potentially be used to 
compare two cohorts of women, however, women in the youngest cohort (NLSY97) are reaching their 30s, which 
would limit the analysis. In addition, there is lack of good measures on women’s home/care work. 
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2005). In addition, financial need is an especially important driver in contexts of poverty and greater 
income inequality (Pettit and Hook 2012). But the relationship between financial need and women’s 
employment is complex—it could either drive women’s participation in the workforce  or restrict 
women’s entrance to and stability in the labor market (Damaske 2011, Lu et al. 2017). On the one hand, 
poor mothers could face greater difficulties managing work and family arrangements. On the other hand, 
financial stability, given for example by a high-earning spouse, may increase the sexual division of labor 
into the breadwinner and caretaker model. 
Social class background and human capital differences among women are fundamental when 
analyzing work-family trajectories. There is a lack of gender analysis combined with the analysis of social 
class (McGinn and Oh 2017, Williams 2010) and the division of unpaid work is not only a gender issue 
but a class issue too. Furthermore, gender inequality research needs to put attention to which women are 
most affected by disparities and analyze “multiple dimensions of women’s economic standing, since 
equality in one domain often conceals inequality it another” (Pettit and Hook 2012:7). In other words, 
gender inequality in LFP may be decreasing at the same time that labor force disparities among women 
are increasing. 
Other factors that may shape women’s work-family trajectories are fertility, gender beliefs, and 
work-family policies. These factors are particularly relevant as contextual aspects that have significantly 
changed in the past decades and that vary across countries and time. 
As mentioned above, parenthood is a gendered process and therefore fertility is a relevant factor 
in women’s employment behavior. The association between fertility and women’s LFP is complex and 
research has shown that two processes that are difficult to distinguish operate in this relationship: “women 
accommodate their employment patterns to their fertility and their fertility to their LFP”—although these 
strategies depend on the context and can vary across different countries (Brewster and Rindfuss 
2000:289). Therefore, we know that changes in fertility generally come with changes in women’s 
employment, despite that the causal order is not completely clear. At the individual level, there is also 
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evidence that the timing of fertility shapes the long-term employment trajectories of women over their life 
course (Garcia-Manglano 2015). 
Women’s employment can also be shaped by gender beliefs. Positive attitudes towards women’s 
employment and gender egalitarianism may shape work decisions and this relationship can be 
reciprocal—working women may tend to develop more positive attitudes towards women’s employment 
(Goldscheider and Waite 1991, Steiber and Haas 2010). Powerful gendered ideals of parenthood (Hays 
1998) may especially impact the work-family arrangements during the first years of the life of a child, and 
gender cultural understandings of parenthood can suggest normative roadmaps for women (Blair-Loy 
2006, Hennessy 2009). Moreover, norms and expectations about gender roles may affect the conditions 
and interactions women experience when looking for a job and trying to combine work and family 
(Correll et al. 2007, Ridgeway 2011). 
Factors at the macro-level, such as work-family practices and policies are important because a 
society and, more specifically, a workplace that ignores the realities of mothers seems to be a major push 
out of the workforce for women (Stone 2007). Having access to childcare, paid family leave, and laws 
protecting mother's employment will impact the work-family arrangements that people make. Scholars 
have suggested that maternalist policies, such as in many Latin American countries including Chile—
where care is recognized as a female responsibility without seeking to reduce the gender inequality in the 
family—can negatively affect women in the labor force and encourage discrimination by employers 
(Blofield and Martinez Franzoni 2015). While less maternalist policies, such as in Scandinavian countries, 
that recognize that the state and men also have a role in care, can be effective in reducing the motherhood 
penalty (Budig, Misra and Boeckmann 2016). On the other hand, a lack of welfare state intervention in 
work-family policies, such as in the U.S., may lead to more gender neutral division of work but a greater 
inequality by social class (Aisenbrey and Fasang 2017). 
Based on this body of research, I will test the following hypotheses in the Chilean context. The 
early disadvantage/advantages theory suggests that women of lower social class background will be 
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less likely to follow a steady work trajectory (Hypothesis 2). The human capital theory suggests that 
higher educated mothers will be more likely to work steadily (Hypothesis 3). 
Changes in Women’s Work-Family Trajectories over Time 
The different theories on work-family decisions state that the participation of women in the labor 
force is shaped by multiple factors such as early disadvantage, family structure, human capital, fertility, 
gender beliefs, and work-family policy. In the past century, there have been significant changes in all of 
these factors as well as in women’s LFP in most countries in the world. 
During the eighteenth and nineteenth century, Western countries experienced a decline in fertility 
and mortality, referred to as the demographic transition. This transition also occurred in other countries 
during the second half of the twentieth century while some Western countries started to experience what 
has been called a second demographic transition (Lesthaeghe 2010). This involves a sustained decline of 
fertility under replacement level, postponement of the first marriage and childbearing, increase in the 
percentage of births out of marriage and increased divorce—all of which are associated with changes in 
women’s LFP (Goldin 2006, Percheski 2008).  
In terms of human capital and labor market changes, women today attain higher levels of 
education and in the past decades there has been an expansion of part time work and an increased demand 
for office and service jobs that tend to be filled out by women (Goldin 2006). Despite this, cross-cohort 
analysis in the U.S. shows that the motherhood penalty in wages has not declined over time (Avellar and 
Smock 2003).  
Gender attitudes towards work have also changed significantly since the late nineteenth century 
resulting in a decreased stigma around women’s work and increased egalitarianism (Brewster and Padavic 
2000, Goldin 2006).  Relatedly, research in the U.S. has found that cohort succession has led to a decline 
in women’s household labor and to egalitarian gender attitudes—and this is expected to continue (Artis 
and Pavalko 2003, Brewster and Padavic 2000). 
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How have these changes been associated with changes in women’s employment? Research in the 
U.S. has examined cohort differences in professional women’s employment rates and suggested that 
increased employment opportunities, legal protections for women, control over fertility, and earning 
premiums for higher education are possible explanations for the increase in the participation of women in 
the labor force (Percheski 2008). By analyzing employment across seven birth cohorts of women in the 
past century, Percheski (2008) found that contrary to the media depiction, there is no evidence of an “opt-
out revolution” (Boushey 2008). Rather, women of younger cohorts seem to be more attached to 
employment and have shorter employment lapses after the first birth (Macran, Joshi and Dex 2016). 
Percheski’s findings shed light on the trends of women’s employment rates and how it has changed over 
time. However, the study is not based on individual-level longitudinal data restricting the findings to 
aggregate trends that may be obscuring the actual experiences of women. Although Percheski shows that 
full-time, year-round employment rates have increased in younger cohorts, this does not necessarily mean 
that individual women’s employment trajectories are becoming increasingly stable across the years—and 
especially during the transition to motherhood. Incorporating a longitudinal analysis of mothers into this 
literature is important because it allows us to examine the longer-term trajectories that women follow 
during this key life stage, which could be characterized by an unsteady work attachment that is not 
captured in one-point in time or annual employment status data. 
Studying how work-family trajectories vary across birth cohorts is a way of studying social 
change in women’s attachment to work and motherhood (Ryder 1965). In sum, significant 
transformations have occurred in the past century and since many of these factors have been changing at 
the same time, it is not completely clear what to expect about recent cohort’s work-family trajectories 
during the transition to motherhood. On the one hand, the trend towards egalitarianism in the division of 
household labor and attitudes towards work, the decline and postponement of fertility, and increased 
education suggest that younger women should be working more steadily than their predecessors during 
the transition to motherhood (Hypothesis 4a). On the other hand, the increases in single-female headed 
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households, the persisting motherhood penalty in hiring and wages, and the increasing expectations 
around motherhood and childbearing suggest that younger women might be experiencing more complex 
work-family trajectories (Hypothesis 4b). 
In the next section, I present the case of Chile, a country that despite experiencing significant and 
fast changes in women’s education and fertility in the past decades, still has female LFP rates stalled at a 
relatively low level.
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THE CHILEAN CASE 
    Latin America is an important region to analyze the relationship between work and family as 
well as change across time given the increasing participation of women in the labor force (40.1% in 1990 
to 52.6% in 2015), and the fast decline in the fertility rates in the past half century (6 in 1960 to 2.1 in 
2015). In addition, given high levels of income inequality in many Latin American countries (The World 
Bank 2017), including an analysis of social class and educational backgrounds is key. During the 1980s, 
the economic crisis was marked by the beginning of a trend that would persist in time: a huge number of 
women joined the labor force, women were more educated than ever, and the number of dual-earner and 
female-headed families increased (Blofield and Martinez Franzoni 2015). However, “changes in women’s 
position have taken place against the backdrop of deep-seated socioeconomic inequalities (…) [and] 
tensions at the intersection of paid work and family responsibilities are dealt with in highly stratified 
ways” (Blofield and Martinez Franzoni 2015:41).  
Among Latin American countries, Chile has been labeled as “the Chilean exception”; it has one 
of the most developed economies, one of the lowest fertility rates, and one of the highest educational level 
of women, while at the same time it has one of the lowest rates of female LFP (Contreras and Plaza 
2010).  Between 1990 to 2000 the proportion of women in the labor force increased from 32.5% to 
39.8%, and during the next fifteen years, it continued to increase significantly; reaching to a 47.4% in 
2015 (CASEN 2015) (see Figure 1). The current participation rate is comparable to that of the United 
States in 1976, in contrast with the current 56.7% of female workforce participation  (U.S. Census Bureau 
2017). In Chile, although men’s LFP has been much more stable, it has slightly decreased from a high of
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75,8% in 1992 to 71% in 20154. 
A vast majority of the female labor force works in services. In 2015, 84% of the women’s labor 
force worked in services, 11% in industry and only 5% in agriculture. This distribution has been relatively 
steady since the 1980s, despite the significant increase in the total female LFP (ILO 2017).  
Important transformations have taken place in terms of fertility and education in Chile. Fertility 
rates decreased significantly in the past decades (see Figure 1), from 5.18 in 1960 to 1.78 in 2015 (United 
Nations 2015). In addition, due to changes in education laws, increases in coverage and financial aid, and 
expansions of higher education programs, the levels of education have increased significantly in the past 
decades. Women’s education is higher than ever before and more women than men are enrolled in 
secondary and tertiary education. In 1990, women had an average of 9 years of schooling, and in 2013 it 
increased to 11.5 years (ComunidadMujer 2016).  
The increase in the female LFP since 1990 has been mostly an increase of mothers and married 
women participating in the labor force (Arriagada 1998, Larrañaga 2006). Yet, in 2003 there are large 
differences across educational levels; 37% of mothers with primary school education where in the labor 
force, compared with 50% of those with high school education, and 70% of those with higher education. 
Furthermore, although formal continuous employment is far from being the norm, full-time continuous 
employment is a requirement for accessing several social rights and social protections, such as retirement, 
unemployment protection, and paid leaves (Staab 2012). This has particular implications for women in 
childbearing age—in order to access maternity benefits, women are required to have a steady job that 
covers for their retirement payments for at least six months before making use of the benefit. 
Lower-class women face an additional vulnerability when being the only earners in their family. In 
2015, a 52.8% of the lowest income decile households, were headed by a female (CASEN, 2015), in 
contrast with a 30% of the highest income decile households. This does not necessarily mean that in these 
                                                 
4 The labor force participation (LFP) rates equal to the economically active population (working or looking for a 
job) aged 15 and above over the total population aged 15 and above. 
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cases women earn more than men, given that a 77.4% of the female-headed households are single-headed 
households. Since overcoming poverty is closely related to having at least two income earners, this has 
significant impacts on increasing social inequality (Blofield and Martinez Franzoni 2015). 
Although a liberal market centered society, Chile is very conservative, especially regarding 
gender roles (Staab 2012). However, there has been a slow egalitarian trend of more positive attitudes 
towards women’s employment. In terms of policy, work-family reforms have been enacted in the past 
decades, but these have been heavily maternalist, offering benefits for women based on their role as 
mothers rather than offering opportunities for achieving gender equality (Blofield and Martinez Franzoni 
2015, Staab 2012). As Chilean policy focuses on the promotion of motherhood and family; “female 
employment was and continues to be perceived as an obstacle for motherhood” (Casas and Herrera 2012).  
As this contextual information shows, Chile is an especially interesting case to study women’s 
employment and cross-cohort differences because although there have been fast-paced demographic 
changes that set some of the conditions for a higher integration of women in the workforce, the female 
LFP rate is still relatively low. By looking at one point in time estimates, some suggest that after taking 
age and period effects into account, there are cohort effects showing younger women participate more in 
the labor market (Contreras Guajardo, Bravo and Puentes 2000). However, there is a lack of information 
on how individual work-family trajectories are, and if they have changed over time. This is important 
because the rapid increase in female workforce participation in Chile may be obscuring increases in more 
unstable or interrupted work trajectories. Studying work-family trajectories as processes allows us to 
examine if changes in workforce participation are linked to changes in trajectories. 
 
   17
 
DATA AND SAMPLE 
The Encuesta de Proteccion Social (EPS) (Survey of Social Welfare) is the first long-term panel 
study in Chile and is recognized as Latin America's pioneer longitudinal survey in labor markets and 
social security. The first wave of data collection was on 2002 to a sample of 16,309 people—
representative of people aged 15 and above who were part of the national retirement system or 
Administradora de Fondos de Pensiones (AFP) between 1981 and 2001. The second wave, collected by 
the end of 2004 and beginning of 2005 to a sample of 16,727 included an update to the prior sample and 
an additional sample of people not registered in the AFP (3,378 people), extending the sample to be 
nationally representative of people aged 18 and above (excluding the armed forces and the police that 
have their own retirement system).  Four more waves were collected afterwards to the 2004 panel; in 
2006 (n=16,443), 2009 (n=14,463), 2012 (n=16,214), and 2015 (n=16,906). Due to serious data collection 
issues on the 2012 wave, these data were unreliable and therefore not recommended for statistical 
inference purposes. The 2015 wave, however, collected the historical data between 2009 and 2015. 
Regarding design, the survey followed a two-stage cluster sampling. If it was impossible to include a 
person on a certain wave, they are still included in the samples of future waves unless they refuse to keep 
going with the study, or they die (in which cases a relative answers a questionnaire about the deceased).  
The first wave (2002) includes a retrospective work history from 1980 to 2002.  Respondents 
were asked to report chronologically every job and inactive or unemployed period during this span. Then, 
they were asked questions about these activities and the reasons behind the lapses. The second wave 
updated the work histories between 2002 and 2004 for those already interviewed in 2002 and from 1980 
to 2004 to those who were added to the sample. The third wave (2006) included a new set of questions to 
complete missing information in the work histories reported in 2002. Given that the EPS has a 
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‘fixed-panel plus births design,' the most recent wave (2015) selected a representative sample of 
the population that turned 18 years of age between 2004 and 2015.  
Using the work history data, which is organized by jobs or activities and the beginning and 
ending dates of these activities, I constructed monthly work history data for a maximum of 35 years, 
between 1980 and 2015. Of course, because of age differences, attrition, and sample refreshments, not 
everyone in the sample has the same number of years of work history. 
By using the family history data, I identified the date in which the respondent's children were 
born. By matching this information with the work history data, I created a dataset with monthly 
employment status before and after the birth of the first child. There is a trade-off between covering a 
longer period and having a larger sample. In this paper, I analyze a period of eight years; from two years 
before to six years after the respondent’s first birth—when children normally start primary school.  
While analyzing the trajectory after the first birth is arguable, the first child is the most important 
in the sense that it is the turning point that defines the transition to motherhood. Furthermore, contrary to 
common sense, some evidence looking at employment trajectories after childbirth shows that higher-order 
births are associated with a lower probability of retreating or scaling back from the labor force (Lu et al. 
2017).  
The analytical sample includes all women who reported having a first child between 1980 (when 
work histories begin) and 20095. This allows me to analyze the period two years before and six years after 
the birth of the child, considering that the last wave was on 2015. Given that the focus of this analysis is 
on work histories, I excluded people who had their first child at age 14 or younger. I set 15 years old as a 
minimum given that for most of the work history years included in this analysis, only primary school was 
compulsory in Chile. Additionally, I excluded people who were born before 1955 because of two reasons: 
                                                 
5 The percentage of childless women in the sample is too small to conduct comparative analysis of work-family 
trajectories for childless women over time. Only an 8.8% of women age 40 or older are childless. For more details 
on this analysis, see Appendix B. 
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to reduce the range of birth years included in the first cohort and to reduce possible errors in retrospective 
work histories too far back in time. After these restrictions, I have a sample of 4,557 women. For more 
details on how I made these sample decisions, see Appendix A. 
 
 




The dependent variable is the work-family trajectory from two years before to six years after the 
respondent’s first birth. The categories for this variable are identified by performing a sequence analysis, 
explained below in the analytic methods section. The key variable used for the sequence analysis will be 
constructed by using two variables: (i) employment status for the period; working, unemployed, or out of 
the labor force (OLF); and (ii) reason for being inactive, which includes a list of fifteen items that I 
recoded into home/caretaking, and other. With this information, I created a monthly activity status: 
working, unemployed, at home/care, and OLF(other). A great majority of the OLF(other) monthly 
statuses are people studying (73.41%), but in order to reduce the complexity of the possible sequences, 
the “studying” statuses were grouped with the other OLF statuses. 
Given that the data was transformed from labor force status data by period to monthly data, there 
are months with missing employment status.  There are also people with missing employment status by 
the end of the period of analysis because of attrition. Since the period before childbirth is key in order to 
identify the changes occurred at the time of childbirth, I deleted all cases that had more than 70% of 
missing employment status before childbirth. For the rest of the cases, I treat the missing statuses as an 
additional employment status variable.  
Independent variables 
To measure change across time, I constructed a cohort variable based on the year of birth of the 
respondent. Given that I do not have hypotheses linked to specific generations, I created five cohorts that
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 would lead to a relatively balanced distribution of the sample (around 20% each)6. Cohort 1 includes 
people who were born between 1955-1963, Cohort 2 between 1964-1968, Cohort 3 between 1969-1973, 
Cohort 4 between 1974-1979, and Cohort 5 between 1980-1990. 
As measures of social class background, I include the mother’s educational level (0, no education; 
1, some primary or less; 2, some high school or more; 3, missing) and the type of school the respondent 
attended (1, public; 2, subsidized; 3, private; 4, missing). In Chile, there is substantial school segregation 
based on class and neighborhood and the type of school is often used as a proxy for socioeconomic 
background (Bellei C 2013). 
As a measure of human capital, I use the educational level as before childbirth (1, some primary or 
less; 2, some high school, 3, some higher education). Finally, as a control variable, I include age at first 
childbirth centered at the mean age (22 years old) and age at childbirth squared to allow for a non-linear 
effect of age. 
 
                                                 
6 Using a different, more aggregated, construction of cohorts (1955-1966, 1967-1974, and 1975-1990) does not 
significantly change the results. 
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ANALYTICAL METHODS 
Based on prior research on work and family trajectories over the life course and the need to take 
into account the duration and sequence in which the work transitions occur, I performed sequence 
analysis (Abbott and Forrest 1986, Aisenbrey and Fasang 2010, Halpin 2012) 7. Sequence analysis allows 
one to study the succession of states accounting for individual and structural dynamics and unlike 
synchronic models, allows to understand intra-individual variability across time (Blanchard, Bühlmann 
and Gauthier 2014). I performed this analysis using the monthly employment statuses two years before 
(month -24) and six years after childbirth (month 72), where 0 is the month of childbirth. The following 
hypothetical sequences could be found in the data: 
Months -24 -23 -22 … 0 1 2 3 … 69 70 71 72 
Person A W W W W H H H W W W W W W 
Person B U U H H H H H U W W H H H 
 
Person A was working (W) until childbirth, stayed at home (H) for three months when the child 
was born and then went back to work steady for the next six years. Person B was unemployed one year 
before childbirth, stayed at home for a while around childbirth, then started working but opted out when 
the child was about to turn six years old. By identifying these different sequences, it is possible to use the 
process, rather than a one point estimate, as the outcome. This holistic approach allows a more general 
overview of the life course when compared to other methods such as event history or survival analysis
                                                 
7 I use the Stata package SADI (Halpin, 2014) to perform the sequence analysis and the Stata package MICT 
(Halpin, 2015) to perform the sequence imputations. 
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 (Studer, Ritschard, Gabadinho et al. 2011). Moreover, by looking at these different sequences it is 
possible to more closely identify the complexities of important life processes such as the transition to 
motherhood.  
After formatting the data by sequence of events or states, sequences are compared by an optimal 
matching analysis (OMA). There are several methods to compare sequences, but OMA has been 
identified as the core program (Blanchard et al. 2014). Optimal matching distance is the minimal cost 
needed to transform one sequence into another one. OMA compares how similar or dissimilar the 
sequences are, based on the number of operations (substitution, insertion, and or deletion) needed to 
transform one sequence into another. Indel (or insertion-deletion) and substitution costs need to be 
defined.  
Following an empirical approach, I defined the substitution cost matrix empirically, derived from 
the transition rates between two states. Therefore, the substitution costs (SC) are based on the probability 
of transitioning between states:  
𝑆𝐶𝑖𝑗 = 2 − 𝑝𝑖𝑗 − 𝑝𝑗𝑖  
where  pij is the transition rate from state i to state j. I set the indel costs to .95, following the 
recommendation of setting an indel cost that is half of the maximum substitution cost (1.9) when the 
sequences are of equal length (Macindoe and Abbott 2004). 
This is followed by a cluster analysis (Ward method) to identify typologies of sequences. One of 
the challenges of this method is to identify the number of clusters or work-family patterns. There are 
several cut-off criteria indices that can be calculated to guide this process8. The Average Silhouette Width 
                                                 
8. An alternative strategy is to define ‘ideal types' of trajectories and group individuals based on dissimilarity 
measures with a set of model trajectories defined by the researcher. Given the lack of information on mother's 
employment trajectories in Chile and Latin America, I chose to follow a data-driven identification of trajectories 
rather than defining "ideal types" based on evidence based on different contexts. 
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(ASW), Calinski and Harabasz (CH), Duda-Hart (DH) are commonly used in sequence analysis (Halpin 
2016, Hennig and Liao 2013)9. However, these commonly suggest different results, so it is important to 
include theoretical and pragmatic approaches in selecting the number of clusters given that "they will all 
to a greater-or-lesser degree reduce the extensive data in the pairwise distance matrix into an informative 
classification" (Halpin 2016:13). For selecting the number of clusters, I compared these indices and since 
they do not suggest a clear-cut ideal number, I also considered the interpretability and size of the resulting 
clusters. For details on this process, see Appendix C. 
Finally, to analyze the cross-cohort differences as well as the human capital, social class 
background, and cross-cohort effects on the different trajectories, I use a multinomial logistic regression 
to model the probability of being in any of the trajectories. I use sampling weights in all the analyses. 
                                                 
9 ASW emphasizes separation between a cluster and their neighboring clusters by calculating the dissimilarities for 
observations within a cluster and comparing them with dissimilarities from observations of the nearest another 
cluster. CH emphasizes within-cluster homogeneity by comparing within-cluster dissimilarities with all between-
cluster dissimilarities (Hennig and Liao 2013:234). 
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RESULTS 
Women’s Work- Family Trajectories 
 Figure 2 presents the trajectories of all women from two years before to six years after their first 
birth. Each horizontal line represents the sequence followed by one woman. This figure shows the large 
diversity of sequences but it is also possible to detect certain commonalities or groupings. The cluster 
analysis of these sequences suggests eight common trajectories that are presented in Figure 3A and 3B. 
Figure 3A shows the distribution of statuses for each trajectory group across time. Figure 3B graphs all 
the individual sequences by trajectory group across time—that is, the vertical axis has the number of 
cases so that the size of the graph represents the total number of cases in each trajectory group and each 
horizontal line represents the sequence followed by one woman. This allows to visualize the order of the 
individual sequences as well as the proportion of women following each trajectory. 
Table 1 shows all eight trajectories, their distribution, and description. A large proportion of women 
follow either a steady work trajectory (20.77%) or a steady home trajectory (23.86%). However, more 
than half of women follow other sequences that combine work, home, unemployment, and out of the 
labor force for other reasons during the transition to motherhood. Therefore, there is a large variation in 
the work-family trajectories followed by women10. One of the groups (7.21%) has mostly missing work 
status data by the end of the period, because of attrition. This group is excluded from all analysis hereon.
                                                 
10 An analysis of men’s trajectories using these data shows that a vast majority of men (75.8%) follow a steady work 
trajectory during the transition to parenthood. The other trajectories are different study-work combinations and none 
of them suggests that men are spending time at home/care. For results of this analysis, see Appendix E. 
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Given that the focus of this study is the work-family conflict during the transition to motherhood, I 
focus the analysis on four trajectories of interest: steady work (20.77%), unsteady work-family (13.03%), 
opting out (9.81%), and steady home (23.85%). I exclude three trajectories: unemployment (4.37%), 
steady OLF (5.55%), and Out-of-OLF (15.40%). As mentioned in the methods section, most of the OLF 
statuses are people who are studying. Although these trajectories are not presented in the result tables, 
they are included in all models. A description of the results for the excluded trajectories can be found in 
Appendix D.   
Table 2 presents a set of descriptive statistics of the final sample of 4,557 women by trajectory 
groups. The steady work group is mostly formed by women of the older cohorts while there are larger 
proportions of women in younger cohorts in the unsteady work-family group and the late opting-out 
group. Among all women, the average age at childbirth is 21.8. Women in the steady work group have the 
highest average age at childbirth (24.4 years old) while the steady home group has the lowest (20.5 years 
old). In terms of human capital, 20% of women in the sample have some primary education or less while 
9% has some higher education. The steady home group has the largest proportion of lower educated 
women (35.6%) and the steady work has the highest proportion of highly educated women (21.8%).  
Regarding social class background, 71.9% of the sample attended public schools, 18.8% attended 
subsidized schools and only 4.3% attended private schools. Also, only 8.4% of women have mothers with 
no education and most of women’s mothers have some primary education (61.8%). The steady home 
group has the largest proportion of women who attended public schools (82.9%%) and whose mothers 
had no education (13.3%). The steady work, unsteady work-family, and opting out groups are fairly 
similar in terms of mother’s educational level and type of school attended. By looking at women who had 
higher educated mothers, we can see that 19% of them follow a steady home trajectory and 16.3% of 
them follow a steady work trajectory. In other words, the relationship between social background and the 
type of trajectory followed is not clear by looking at these descriptive statistics. 
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There are relevant processes that occurred after the beginning of the work-family trajectory that I 
analyze in this study. Since the period of analysis starts two years before the first childbirth, 
characteristics such as the marital status at the time of childbirth, fertility and timing of the second child 
the work lapses during the period, are not possible to include in the models. Therefore, the only 
alternative is to analyze the groups differences in these variables and take that information into account 
when interpreting the differences across the groups.  
Table 3 presents the distribution of these set of measures for each trajectory group. Because of data 
limitations, I only have information on marital status at the time of childbirth for a subset of the sample 
(62%)—half of them were married/cohabitating at the time of their first birth. Despite the data limitation, 
it is possible to observe a trend where the steady home and opting-out groups have the highest 
percentages of married/cohabitating women by the time of childbirth (66% and 61% respectively). In 
average, mothers in the sample have 2.11 children. Women in the steady home and opting out groups have 
a higher than average number of children (2.56 and 2.16, respectively). For mothers who had a second 
child, the time between the first birth and the second birth is important to take into account because it may 
have a role in the work-family trajectory after the first birth. Most mothers (68%) had a second child 
during the period of analysis (six years after the first birth) although this proportion is significantly higher 
in the steady home group (83%), which is to be expected given their trajectory. However, it is worth 
mentioning that 65% of women in the steady work group had a second birth during the six-year period 
after the first birth. The unsteady work-family group has the smaller proportion of women who had a 
second birth (60%) and this is may be related to the fact that a large proportion (31.9%) of women of the 
youngest cohort follow this trajectory so they are likely too young to have had a second birth.  
Women experience an average of 0.68 lapses out of work during this period and they spend a total 
of 7.18 months in work lapses (left a job). Women in the unsteady work-family trajectory are the ones 
who have experienced more work lapses (1.6 in average) and also a longer average lapse length (20.85 
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months). The small number of lapses in the steady home group confirms that these women are 
continuously at home without entering the labor market. 
Predictors of Work-Family Trajectories 
 To examine if the trajectories followed by women during the transition to motherhood have 
changed over time and to analyze the role of human capital and social class background in the likelihood 
of following these different trajectories, Table 4 presents the results of the multinomial logistic regression 
model. The coefficients are relative to the steady work trajectory, on the left, and to the steady home 
trajectory, on the right.  In other words, the coefficients for the youngest cohort show the probability 
difference of one cohort compared to the oldest cohort in the likelihood of following a certain trajectory 
compared to a reference trajectory.  Appendix D shows the same model for the excluded trajectories and 
Appendix F presents the model using the unsteady work-family trajectory as the reference category. 
As expected, the age at which women have their first birth is an important factor shaping the 
trajectory they follow. As age at childbirth increases, the likelihood of following a steady work trajectory 
increases, and this effect is persisting across cohorts. Similarly, women who become mothers at a later age 
are also less likely of following the steady home trajectory. Having the first child at a later age may allow 
women to finish their studies or gain work experience which probably increases their later chances of 
working. 
Figure 4 shows the predicted probabilities of following the different trajectories by educational 
level. Women with more education are more likely to follow the steady work trajectory. They are also 
more likely of following the unsteady work-family trajectory than to being steadily at home or opting out. 
In other words, after taking cohort change, age at childbirth, and social background into account, women 
with higher education tend to be more attached to the workforce even if it is an unsteady attachment. 
Women who—in very broad terms—could be defined as of a middle-class background (they 
attended a subsidized school or their mother has primary education), tend to be more attached to the 
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workforce than women from more disadvantaged and more advantaged backgrounds. Figures 5A and 5B 
show the predicted probabilities of following the different trajectories by mother’s education and type of 
school, respectively. Women who went to subsidized schools have a higher predicted probability of 
working steadily (.25) than women who went to public schools (.22) and private schools (.14). Women 
whose mothers had some primary education are more likely (.18) than those whose mothers had no 
education (.14) or had some higher education (.10) to follow the unsteady work-family trajectory.  
On the other hand, after taking age at childbirth and educational level into account, women from 
more advantaged backgrounds tend to be more attached to the home than women from the middle 
categories. For example, women who attended private school are more likely of opting out than working 
steadily—compared to women who attended public school. This may be reflecting a higher-class group 
that, independent of their educational level, are more likely of opting out than other women. Also, I find 
that both the most disadvantaged and the most advantaged have higher predicted probabilities than the 
middle group of following the steady home trajectory. These findings may suggest that women at both 
ends of the social class background spectrum are more attached to the home during the transition to 
motherhood. On the lower end, it may be due to a lack of support system, job availability, or potential 
income to make working outweigh the costs of arranging for someone else to take care of their child 
(childcare or family member). On the upper end, and considering that advantaged women are likely to 
have similarly advantaged partners, some women may have the resources to stay at home during this 
period. 
Cross-Cohort Changes in Work-Family Trajectories 
Before controlling for any other variables, I find many generational differences in the likelihood of 
following the different paths, mostly showing that younger cohorts are more likely to follow all of the 
trajectories when compared to steady work trajectories. However, we know that many relevant things 
have changed over time and we need to take them into account in the models. When adding age at 
childbirth to the model, I find that many generational differences change. Interestingly, adding 
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educational level and social background variables do not significantly change the main findings from the 
model just controlling for age at childbirth. This suggests that the cohort effects that I find are beyond 
changes in education, social background, and age at childbirth.  
The predicted probabilities of following each trajectory by cohort are presented in Figure 6. This 
shows that the probability of following a steady work trajectory has decreased—from .22 in the oldest 
cohort to .18 in the youngest cohort. Women in younger cohorts are also significantly less likely of 
following the steady home trajectory—with a decrease from .46 to .11. On the other hand, the results 
show an increase in the probabilities of following the unsteady work-family and the opting out 
trajectories—from .08 to .30 and from .08 to .14, respectively. 
The results of the full model (Table 4) show that women in the two youngest cohorts (1974-1979 
and 1980-1990) are more likely to follow unsteady work-family trajectories than women in previous 
cohorts, when compared to steady work. Women in all younger cohorts are also more likely of following 
unsteady work-family trajectories when compared to being steadily at home, and the effect sizes are 
larger for the youngest cohorts. In other words, the younger generations of women are experiencing more 
unsteady trajectories that combine work, home, and unemployment during the transition to motherhood. 
This is a complex trajectory because for some women it involves taking time off after the birth of their 
first child and then returning to work after, but for others it involves working until childbirth and then 
facing unemployment for months or years.  
In addition, staying at home during the transition to motherhood is less common for the younger 
generations, and the effect size increases as the birth cohorts get younger. Although less attached steadily 
to home, women in all cohorts are more likely than the oldest cohort to opt out, in comparison to working 
steadily.  
These findings are important in a context like Chile and many other countries where there has been 
a significant increase in female LFP during the past decades. Although more women are working at a 
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single point in time, in this case before becoming mothers, that does not mean that they are working 
steadily throughout their lives.  
Given the significant cohort differences I find in the trajectories that women follow during the 
transition to motherhood and the important changes that we have observed in Chile in the past decades, I 
analyze if the role of higher education has changed over time. In the aggregate, we know that increases in 
education are associated with increases in female LFP rates. However, that does not necessarily mean that 
at the individual level the role of education on employment has also increased over time. The results show 
that the interaction effects of educational level and cohort are mostly not statistically significant and most 
of them disappear once controlling for social class background (see Appendix G). Although the sample 
sizes of the subgroups are not large enough to analyze this lack of effect more closely, it suggests that the 
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
In this paper, I begin by documenting the work-family trajectories of women for an eight-year 
period of transition to motherhood; from two years before to six years after the first childbirth. Then, I 
analyze the role that human capital and social class background have in the trajectories women follow. 
Finally, I examine cross-cohort differences in women’s work-family trajectories across five birth cohorts. 
The findings of this paper are a contribution to the work, family, and gender literature in the following 
ways.   
First, in support to the first hypothesis, I find that there is significant heterogeneity in the 
trajectories that new mothers follow, depending on the sequences of paid work, home/care, 
unemployment, and out of the labor force they follow. This is consistent with studies in the U.S (Damaske 
and Frech 2016, Lu et al. 2017). In contrast to findings from the U.S., I find that in Chile a small 
proportion of women (20.77%) are following a steady work trajectory during the transition to 
motherhood. Furthermore, a significant proportion of women are following either a steady home or opting 
out of work after becoming mothers (33.67%). This is consistent with the lower LFP rate of women in 
Chile. Further, I find a different group that has not been identified in other quantitative studies in the 
U.S.—the unsteady work-family trajectory (13%). These women are experiencing different interrupted 
combinations of work, home, and unemployment during the transition to motherhood. Further, to my 
knowledge, there is no comparable analysis of women’s work-family trajectories in other countries in 
Latin America, and these findings shed light on the broader patterns that may be taking place in countries 
that share a recent history of rapid demographic transformations. 
Second, these results show that age at childbirth, human capital, and social class background shape 
the work-family trajectories women follow. As to be expected, women that have their first child at an
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 older age tend to be more attached to work during this transition. Women with more human capital tend 
to follow trajectories that are more attached to work while those with fewer education tend to stay at 
home at larger rates, which is consistent to the educational differences in the LFP rates and the human 
capital theories. Moreover, it seems like the positive role of higher education on women’s attachment to 
work has persisted over time and there is no trend of increasing or decreasing importance of these factors 
in the trajectories women follow during the transition to motherhood.  These findings confirm the second 
hypothesis on the positive effect of education on continuous employment. Economic resources can have a 
key role in women's bargaining power in the allocation of household work, and higher educated women 
are more likely to have better, more flexible jobs that allow them to fulfill both the gender expectations 
and their attachment to work (McGinn and Oh 2017). 
The unsteady work-family trajectory does not seem to be associated with human capital—this 
could be related to the fact that women’s trajectories in this group vary in their levels of unemployment. It 
is not clear the extent to which these are advantaged or disadvantaged work trajectories—but the social 
class background differences help in understanding this better. I find that women in the “middle” group 
tend to be more likely of experiencing unsteady trajectories than women in the bottom and upper groups 
of social class background. Similarly, women in the bottom group tend to either work steadily or be at 
home steadily. It is important to recall that these effects are independent of human capital, age at 
childbirth, and birth cohort. The fact that lower educated and more disadvantaged women are more likely 
to be at home and caring for others—even before the transition to motherhood—can have consequences 
for social inequality, especially given the importance of continuous employment on later life economic 
outcomes and the feminization of poverty (Blofield and Martinez Franzoni 2015, Pettit and Hook 2012). 
Part of this issue seems to be that lower educated women are somewhat excluded from the labor force in 
the first place. These findings partially support the third hypothesis because women from lower social 
class background are more attached to the home than women from middle-class background but they are 
also more likely than women from upper-class background to work steadily. This could be suggesting that 
 
   34
 
women from lower-class background may be facing a decision shaped by financial needs and 
opportunities; they either need to work continuously—which could be the case of female-headed 
households—or they stay at home caring for family so that other members of the household can work. 
Third, as I use birth cohorts to analyze social change in women’s work-family trajectories, I find 
that women in younger cohorts are more likely than their predecessors to follow unsteady paths after their 
transition to motherhood.  In other words, they are less likely to either work continuously or stay at home 
continuously after their first birth. Rather, they seem to be experiencing paid work, unemployment and 
family care work, in different sequences during the transition to motherhood. Contrary to what research in 
the U.S. has suggested (Percheski 2008), I do find that women in younger cohorts are more likely to opt 
out than to work steadily during the transition to motherhood. Research in the U.S. has found that the 
duration of the employment lapse after the first birth has reduced for a younger cohort of women (Macran 
et al. 2016). However, as the opting out and unsteady work-family trajectories I find show, there is a 
complexity in women's work experiences after becoming mothers that cannot be reduced to the timing 
when they first return to work.  
Although these findings seems contradictory with the increase in the female LFP rates in the past 
decades, they are consistent with the finding that less women are steadily at home and entering the labor 
market and with the fact that there has been a significant increase in female-headed households where 
women tend to engage in informal jobs with poor work conditions (Lamas and Pedroza 2009). Since the 
90s, the percentage of Latin American women employed in the informal sector and in jobs with no social 
protection has increased and is larger than for men (Abramo 2004).  
In terms of the slight increase of the opting out trajectory, I do not interpret this as a sign of an 
‘opting out revolution’ (Boushey 2008). Rather, given that younger women are also less likely of being 
steadily at home that older cohorts, this increased opting out may be part of a transition towards a more 
integrated female labor force—as an intermediate stage between being steadily at home and more 
attached to work trajectories. This is yet to be analyzed when even younger cohorts reach the childbearing 
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age. On the other hand, these findings may be suggesting that although policies like extended maternity 
leave and job protection might be supporting women to work before and a short period after becoming 
mothers, maintaining work after this period is challenging for about 20% of women. This could be 
suggesting workplace constraints for and discrimination against mothers. 
This paper inspires future research in the following areas. First, the work histories are constructed 
using retrospective data for which it is impossible to match some measures that were not collected 
retrospectively, such as household income and spouse’s employment status. In addition, there are 
reliability challenges with retrospective data—however, given that changes in employment status and first 
births are important life events this issue should be small. Future work should examine concurrent panel 
data, such as the NLSY when the younger cohorts reach an older age or future waves of the EPS used in 
this study, for the case of Chile. Second, the unsteady work-family trajectory identified in this paper is 
complex and hard to evaluate qualitatively. What determines which of these women successfully return to 
work after childbirth and which of these women experience unemployment? Given that this group seems 
to be growing in the younger generations it is important to understand it better with larger sample sizes or 
qualitative methods. Finally, this study sheds light on the work-family trajectories using a broad definition 
of work that does not imply a certain type or quality of work. Future research should consider the 
participation in different types of paid work that vary in their level of formality and hours—this is 
important to better understand the extent to which job characteristics are playing a role in women’s 










Figure 1. Female LFP Rate (1990-2015) and Fertility Rate (1960-2015) in Chile 
 
 
Source: WorldBank data and Census data. 
Note: Labor force participation data before 1990 is from 1960, 1970, and 1982 census data. After 1990, the source 
of annual data from the World Bank. 
 












































Figure 3A. Women’s distribution of statuses by trajectory type  
 
 


















Figure 4. Predicted Probabilities by Trajectory and Educational Level 
 
Note: Predicted probabilities from the multinomial logistic model presented in Table 4. All other covariates are fixed 









Figure 5A. Predicted Probabilities by Trajectory and 
Mother’s Education 
 
Figure 5B. Predicted Probabilities by Trajectory and 
Type of School 
 
Note: Predicted probabilities from the multinomial logistic model presented in Table 4. All other covariates are fixed 
at the mean. 
 
 





Figure 6. Predicted Probabilities by Trajectory and Cohort. 
 
Note: Predicted probabilities from the multinomial logistic model presented in Table 4. All other covariates are fixed 













Table 1. Women’s trajectories (n=4,557) 
Trajectory n % Weighted %  Description 
1. Steady work 1,085 23.81 20.77 
Steadily working during the period, before and after 
becoming mothers 
2. Unsteady Work-Family 629 13.8 13.03 
Different sequences of work, home, and 
unemployment trajectories 
3. Unemployment 193 4.24 4.37 Large portion of the period unemployed  
4. Out-of-OLF 751 16.48 15.40 
Initial period of OLF (mostly studying) and then 
transition to home or work 
5. Attrition 229 5.03 7.21 
Mostly work during the first years and then early exit 
from the panel (missing data) 
6. Steady OLF 224 4.92 5.55 
Most of the period steadily OLF, which is mostly 
studying. 
7. Steady Home 961 21.09 23.86 Most of the period steadily at home for family reasons 
8. Opting Out 485 10.64 9.81 
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Opting Out Total 
Cohort      
1955-1963 33.1 8.6 33.5 9.6 84.8 
 25.2 10.4 22.1 15.5 15.8 
1964-1968 24.5 9.3 33.6 11.8 79.1 
 23.3 14.1 27.8 23.7 19.8 
1969-1973 24.6 10.2 23.8 11.5 70.1 
 24.3 16.0 20.5 24.2 20.5 
1974-1979 16.3 16.7 17.8 8.7 59.5 
 16.8 27.6 16.0 19.1 21.5 
1980-1990 9.6 18.5 14.5 7.7 50.3 
 10.4 31.9 13.6 17.6 22.5 
Total 20.8 13.0 23.9 9.8 67.5 
Educational level     
Some primary  13.2 13.0 42.5 11.1 79.7 
 12.7 19.9 35.6 22.5 20.0 
Some high school 19.2 13.3 21.0 9.6 63.0 
 65.6 72.7 62.4 69.4 71.1 
Some higher education 50.4 10.7 5.3 8.9 75.3 
 21.8 7.4 2.0 8.1 9.0 
Total 20.8 13.0 23.9 9.8 67.5 
Mother's educational level    
No education 22.1 10.7 37.8 11.2 81.7 
 8.9 6.9 13.3 9.6 8.4 
Some primary 22.0 14.8 22.3 11.3 84.8 
 65.6 70.3 57.7 70.9 61.8 
Some high-school or more 16.3 10.2 19.0 5.8 84.8 
 17.9 17.9 18.2 13.6 22.8 
Missing 22.6 9.1 37.0 8.4 84.8 
 7.6 4.9 10.9 6.0 7.0 
Total 20.8 13.0 23.9 9.8 84.8 
Type of school attended     
Public 20.9 13.2 27.5 10.4 84.8 
 72.4 73.1 82.9 76.4 71.9 
Subsidized 22.7 13.4 10.7 8.8 84.8 
 20.6 19.3 8.4 16.9 18.8 
Private 23.2 8.7 14.8 11.5 84.8 
 4.8 2.9 2.7 5.0 4.3 
Missing 9.3 12.5 28.8 3.3 84.8 
 2.2 4.8 6.0 1.7 5.0 
Total 20.8 13.0 23.9 9.8 84.8 
Age at childbirth (mean) 24.39 21.40 20.49 22.59 21.78 
Note: The first row for each category represents the row percentage using the total sample. Since some trajectory 
groups are excluded from this table, this does not add up to 100%. The second row for each category represents the 
column percentages. All percentages are weighted. 
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Married/Cohabitating at the time of 
childbirth a 
50.39% 47.94% 48.54% 65.49% 60.54% 
Number of children 2.11 1.99 1.92 2.56 2.16 
Had a second birth during the 6-year period 
after the first birth 
68.15% 64.77% 59.65% 83.37% 72.23% 
Years until second childbirth b 5.07 5.42 6.00 4.39 4.33 
Months worked in the two-year period 
before the first birth 
10.04 23.73 11.26 0.50 16.23 
Number of lapses (out of work) 0.68 0.32 1.60 0.24 1.18 
Total lapses length 7.18 1.53 20.85 2.94 11.90 
a The complete marital histories are not available for 38% of the sample mostly because the date of the end of the 
marriage/cohabitation was not collected in the first wave. 
b Only includes women who had a second child (n=3,197). 
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Table 4. Multinomial logistic model on mothers’ trajectories (reference: ‘Steady Work’ (n=1,085)) 
 












Cohort (ref=1955-1963)       
1964-1968 0.163 -0.323+ 0.370+ 0.323+ 0.486* 0.693** 
 (0.194) (0.173) (0.206) (0.173) (0.206) (0.215) 
1969-1973 0.193 -0.812*** 0.320 0.812*** 1.005*** 1.132*** 
 (0.201) (0.190) (0.203) (0.190) (0.218) (0.223) 
1974-1979 1.018*** -0.908*** 0.427+ 0.908*** 1.926*** 1.334*** 
 (0.217) (0.227) (0.232) (0.227) (0.236) (0.253) 
1980-1990  1.496*** -1.221*** 0.840* 1.221*** 2.716*** 2.061*** 
 (0.279) (0.284) (0.362) (0.284) (0.290) (0.377) 
Age at childbirth (centered at 
mean age 22) 
-0.107*** -0.237*** -0.043+ 0.237*** 0.130*** 0.194*** 
 (0.023) (0.022) (0.025) (0.022) (0.022) (0.024) 
Age at childbirth squared 0.006** 0.011*** -0.001 -0.011*** -0.005* -0.011*** 
 (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) 
Educational level (ref=Some 
Primary) 
      
Some HS -0.453* -0.700*** -0.573** 0.700*** 0.247 0.127 
 (0.188) (0.163) (0.196) (0.163) (0.174) (0.186) 
Some HE (Associate or 
Professional) 
-0.971*** -2.297*** -1.406*** 2.297*** 1.325*** 0.891* 
 (0.255) (0.311) (0.341) (0.311) (0.349) (0.421) 
Mother’s educational level (ref= 
No education) 
      
Some primary 0.512* 0.093 0.291 -0.093 0.419+ 0.198 
 (0.239) (0.206) (0.234) (0.206) (0.235) (0.232) 
Some high-school or more 0.192 0.514+ -0.144 -0.514+ -0.322 -0.657+ 
 (0.297) (0.274) (0.330) (0.274) (0.310) (0.338) 
Missing -0.101 0.194 -0.146 -0.194 -0.296 -0.340 
 (0.334) (0.264) (0.299) (0.264) (0.327) (0.291) 
Type of school attended (ref= 
Public) 
      
Subsidized -0.079 -0.689*** -0.146 0.689*** 0.610** 0.543* 
 (0.188) (0.189) (0.228) (0.189) (0.219) (0.248) 
Private 0.199 0.202 0.683* -0.202 -0.003 0.481 
 (0.370) (0.349) (0.318) (0.349) (0.421) (0.372) 
Missing -0.470 0.569+ -0.954* -0.569+ -1.039*** -1.523*** 
 (0.317) (0.299) (0.462) (0.299) (0.299) (0.452) 
Constant -1.001*** 1.129*** -0.596* -1.129*** -2.130*** -1.724*** 
 (0.281) (0.231) (0.267) (0.231) (0.268) (0.256) 
       
Observations 629 961 485 1,085 629 485 
Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.10 
Note: The remaining trajectory groups are included in this model but not presented in the table for ease of 
interpretation.
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APPENDIX A. SAMPLE SELECTION 
 
A possible concern regarding this paper’s analysis is that the younger cohort of women in the 
sample could be biased towards younger women having teenage births and to the fact that younger 
women in the sample have not lived through their full reproductive years. To evaluate this, I analyzed my 
full sample, including women who did not have births, to identify an appropriate cut-off point of birth 
cohorts to be included in the analysis. Given that I am analyzing a period that is two years before and six 
years after the first childbirth, I can only include births that occurred before 2010. Figure A-1 shows the 
percentage of women in each birth year cohort that had their first birth in each year and each line 
represents a birth year cohort. The black vertical lines show the period under analysis and therefore the 
births that I could potentially include in the analysis. 
To define the cut-off age for the youngest cohort, I show in Figure A-2 the same data as in Figure 
A-1 but only for the younger birth year cohorts and for births that occurred between ages 15 and 30. I 
decided to exclude the birth cohorts for which less than 25% of the women have had their first birth. 
Therefore, I limit my analysis to women born by 1990 (represented by a black line in Figure A-2). There 
is a trade-off between sample size and proportion of women who have had their first birth, and given that 
this is the sample I then use to identify the work-family sequences, a greater variety of transitions and a 
larger sample size are ideal.  
 It is important to mention that when I make conclusions about cohort changes, I control for age 
at childbirth in the regression analysis. Even when controlling for age at childbirth, I find cohort effects in 
the likelihood of following the different trajectories. Furthermore, I ran an additional model including the 
interaction of age at childbirth and cohort, and the main effects for cohort remain statistically significant
(see Table A-3). Therefore, although there are differences in the age at childbirth across cohorts (see 
Figure A-3 and Table A-1), these are taken into account when analyzing cohort change in the work-
family trajectories. 
 
  45 
 
Finally, as a sensitivity analysis, I ran the regression models on a restricted sample. This sample 
includes women who live up to age 25 during the period of analysis and have their first birth by age 25 
(n=3093). Therefore, I compare an equivalent sample in terms of age and age at childbirth across all 
cohorts. More specifically, I include women who were at least 25 years old in 2009 (born before 1985), 
and I exclude women who had first births after age 25. It is worth mentioning that the percentage of 
women who had a first birth by age 25 is 55% for the youngest cohort (1980-1984) and 67% for the 
oldest one (1955-1963) (see Table A-2). When restricting the regression analysis to this sample, the main 
results hold. As with the full sample, I also ran this model including the interaction of age at childbirth 
and cohort and the main effects for cohort remain statistically significant. Table A-3 shows the results for 
the full sample and Table A-3 shows the results for the restricted sample.  
In conclusion, these analyses suggest that although there are cohort differences in the age at 
childbirth, these should not be biasing the findings about cohort difference in the work-family trajectories.  
 
Figure A-1. Percentage of First Births by Year and Cohort (Women born between 1955 and 1994) 
 
 
Figure A-2. Percentage of First Births by Year and Cohort (Women born between 1985 and 1994) 
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Table A-1. Median Year of Birth, Year of Childbirth, Age at Childbirth and Age in 2016 by Cohort 
(Weighted) 
 
Cohort  Year birth  
Age at 
childbirth Year child Age in 2016 
 1955-1953 1961 25 1985 55 
1964-1968 1966 22 1988 50 
1969-1973 1971 21 1992 45 
1974-1979 1976 20 1997 40 




 Table A-2. First Births by Age 25  
 
Cohort (restricted version) 
(n=5,985) 
First birth by age 25 
(unweighted) 
First birth by age 25 
(weighted) 
1955-1963 67.4% 70.0% 
1964-1968 68.6% 72.8% 
1969-1973 68.5% 69.3% 
1974-1979 64.4% 66.1% 






Table A-3. Multinomial Logistic Model on Mothers’ Trajectories with Cohort*Age at childbirth (reference: ‘Steady Work” (n=1,085))  
 Unsteady 
Work-Family 
Steady Home Opting Out Unemployment Out of OLF Steady OLF Attrition 
Cohort (ref=1955-1963)        
1964-1968 0.347 -0.172 0.581* 0.095 0.285 0.618 0.975 
 (0.237) (0.191) (0.278) (0.340) (0.253) (0.432) (0.942) 
1969-1973 0.400 -0.559** 0.582* 0.119 0.519* 0.270 2.150* 
 (0.247) (0.199) (0.267) (0.358) (0.261) (0.403) (0.875) 
1974-1979 1.239*** -0.820** 0.631* 0.484 0.871** -0.046 3.833*** 
 (0.250) (0.270) (0.284) (0.384) (0.273) (0.454) (0.903) 
1980-1986 1.592*** -1.768*** 1.041** -0.055 0.864* -1.407** 5.402*** 
 (0.305) (0.427) (0.361) (0.532) (0.366) (0.526) (0.908) 
Age at childbirth 
(centered at mean age 22) 
-0.045 -0.167*** 0.041 -0.043 -0.249*** -0.051 0.188 
 (0.044) (0.034) (0.052) (0.060) (0.043) (0.073) (0.125) 
Age at childbirth squared 0.003 0.006* -0.005 -0.004 0.015*** 0.003 0.001 
 (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.005) (0.003) (0.004) (0.005) 
1964-1968*Age at 
childbirth 
-0.062 -0.023 -0.034 0.023 -0.011 -0.059 0.014 
 (0.046) (0.036) (0.045) (0.064) (0.044) (0.071) (0.102) 
1969-1973*Age at 
childbirth 
-0.030 -0.012 -0.064 -0.052 -0.075 -0.180* -0.014 
 (0.041) (0.042) (0.059) (0.082) (0.056) (0.081) (0.098) 
1974-1979*Age at 
childbirth 
-0.065 -0.112 -0.149* -0.085 -0.018 -0.364** 0.024 
 (0.056) (0.071) (0.073) (0.087) (0.061) (0.117) (0.118) 
1980-1986*Age at 
childbirth 
-0.242* -0.416*** -0.226+ -0.485*** -0.242* -0.583*** -0.256+ 
 (0.096) (0.106) (0.128) (0.135) (0.095) (0.138) (0.131) 
Educational level 
(ref=Some Primary) 
       
Some HS -0.463* -0.709*** -0.586** -0.800** 0.952*** -0.231 -0.556 
 (0.188) (0.162) (0.196) (0.246) (0.244) (0.257) (0.440) 
Some HE (Associate or 
Professional) 
-0.977*** -2.364*** -1.435*** -1.867*** 0.305 -1.436** -0.902+ 
 (0.257) (0.307) (0.337) (0.437) (0.349) (0.521) (0.482) 
Mother’s educational 
level (ref= No education) 
       







 (0.238) (0.201) (0.233) (0.306) (0.285) (0.368) (0.450) 
Some high-school or 
more 
0.202 0.528+ -0.136 -0.556 1.667*** 1.970*** 0.872+ 
 (0.297) (0.271) (0.331) (0.422) (0.324) (0.386) (0.490) 
Missing -0.098 0.199 -0.141 -0.276 0.762* 0.461 -0.314 
 (0.332) (0.259) (0.300) (0.416) (0.359) (0.472) (0.623) 
Type of school attended 
(ref= Public) 
       
Subsidized -0.097 -0.685*** -0.147 -0.033 0.288 0.018 0.496+ 
 (0.189) (0.189) (0.229) (0.304) (0.191) (0.289) (0.285) 
Private 0.187 0.230 0.704* -23.148*** 1.435*** 0.164 0.446 
 (0.373) (0.348) (0.317) (0.253) (0.355) (0.442) (0.419) 
Missing -0.808* 0.187 -1.253* -0.281 -0.020 0.780+ -23.099*** 
 (0.346) (0.329) (0.521) (0.514) (0.327) (0.448) (0.365) 
Constant -1.168*** 1.036*** -0.782** -0.818* -3.456*** -2.365*** -5.007*** 
 (0.294) (0.230) (0.292) (0.388) (0.379) (0.487) (0.948) 
        
Observations 629 961 485 193 751 224 229 
 






Table A-4. Multinomial Logistic Model on Mothers’ Trajectories on restricted sample (reference: ‘Steady Work” (n=617))  
 Unsteady 
Work-Family 
Steady Home Opting Out Unemployment Out of OLF Steady OLF Attrition 
Cohort (ref=1955-1963)        
1964-1968 0.381 -0.287 0.783** -0.285 0.243 0.363 0.404 
 (0.255) (0.217) (0.288) (0.409) (0.284) (0.509) (0.685) 
1969-1973 0.252 -0.898*** 0.651* -0.195 0.470+ 0.028 0.989 
 (0.260) (0.220) (0.269) (0.419) (0.280) (0.431) (0.619) 
1974-1979 1.128*** -0.914*** 0.755* 0.217 0.638* 0.223 2.921*** 
 (0.272) (0.260) (0.297) (0.426) (0.303) (0.442) (0.588) 
1980-1984 1.602*** -1.154*** 0.755* 0.711 0.961** -0.836 4.695*** 
 (0.326) (0.319) (0.364) (0.471) (0.367) (0.560) (0.608) 
Age at childbirth 
(centered at mean age 22) 
-0.135** -0.280*** -0.082+ -0.158+ -0.330*** -0.280*** -0.004 
 (0.049) (0.045) (0.049) (0.081) (0.056) (0.073) (0.087) 
Age at childbirth squared -0.005 0.004 -0.019 -0.004 0.009 0.014 -0.079** 
 (0.012) (0.011) (0.013) (0.019) (0.011) (0.014) (0.026) 
        
Some HS -0.304 -0.508** -0.387+ -0.628* 1.314*** 0.203 -0.147 
 (0.209) (0.184) (0.217) (0.269) (0.274) (0.311) (0.476) 
Some HE (Associate or 
Professional) 
-0.879* -2.366*** -0.589 -2.763*** 1.087* -1.600* 0.092 
 (0.368) (0.466) (0.465) (0.795) (0.425) (0.662) (0.717) 
Mother’s educational 
level (ref= No education) 
       
Some primary 0.558* 0.055 0.398 -0.135 1.337*** 0.873+ 0.618 
 (0.272) (0.234) (0.286) (0.338) (0.327) (0.465) (0.542) 
Some high-school or 
more 
0.244 0.388 -0.009 -0.679 1.774*** 2.418*** 0.963 
 (0.342) (0.318) (0.378) (0.482) (0.375) (0.477) (0.588) 
Missing -0.154 0.186 -0.111 -0.382 1.020* 0.685 0.204 
 (0.409) (0.305) (0.370) (0.482) (0.407) (0.579) (0.704) 
Constant -1.192*** 0.911*** -1.061** -0.719 -3.673*** -3.088*** -4.025*** 
 (0.342) (0.269) (0.339) (0.442) (0.439) (0.592) (0.714) 
        
Observations 465 741 338 144 567 156 121 
Robust standard errors in parentheses 
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APPENDIX B. COMPARISON WITH CHILDLESS WOMEN 
Before deciding to focus this study only on mothers, I examined the sample more broadly, in 
terms of gender and parental status. Figures B-1 and B-2 show the percentage of people working and at 
home at least one month a year, respectively, by gender and parental status. As the first figure shows, 
mothers have had a lower participation rates in work than childless mothers across the years—although 
both have been increasing and the gap seems to be narrowing. Fathers, on the other hand, are the ones 
with the highest proportion of work participation and this has been steady over time. Childless men’s 
work participation is below that of fathers and it has also remained stable over time. The proportion of 
childless women who spend some at time at home has significantly decreased over time. Mothers’ 
participation in the home has also decreased although over 30% of mothers have spent at least one month 
at home in 2015. 
Table B-1 shows the distribution of parental status in 2009—the cut-off year for first births to be 
included in the analysis—and gender across the different cohorts. Across all cohorts, except for the 
youngest one, the number of childless women is very small (between 3% and 10% of the cohorts), which 
it very hard to analyze the work-family sequences of these women. As expected, the youngest cohort has 
a larger proportion of childless women (24.5%) because they have not lived past their childbearing age.  
The youngest cohort in this analysis (Cohort 5, 1980-1990) has a similar number of childless 
women and mothers. Table B-2 presents descriptive statistics for these two groups, showing that among 
women in Cohort 5, those who are mothers tend to be older, less educated, and come from less 
advantages socioeconomic background. As explained in Appendix A., all of these factors are taken into 
account in the models and should not be affecting the results.  
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Figure B-1. Proportion Working by Gender and Parental 
Status over Time (1980-2015) 
 
 
Figure B-2. Proportion at Home by Gender and Parental 
Status over Time (1980-2015) 
 
 
Table B-1. Distribution of Sample by Gender, Parental Status (in 2009), and Birth Cohort 
Cohort Childless Men 
Childless 
Women Fathers Mothers Total 
C1: 1955-1963 230 133 1,386 1,484 3,233 
 8.16% 3.66% 42.90% 45.28% 100% 
C2: 1964-1968 184 79 780 905 1,948  
9.82% 3.16% 39.43% 47.58% 100% 
C3: 1969-1973 
200 100 713 803 1,816  
13.32% 6.18% 39.28% 41.21% 100% 
C4: 1974-1979 338 182 551 721 1,792  
21.07% 9.73% 30.65% 38.54% 100% 
C5: 1980 -1990 1,098 874 445 757 3,174 
 38.35% 24.45% 14.81% 22.39% 38.35% 
Total 2,050 1,368 3,875 4,670 11,963 
 21.03% 11.61% 30.81% 36.54% 100% 
Note: The row percentages are weighted. 
 
Table B-2. Descriptive Statistics for Women in Cohort 5 by Parental Status (in 2009) 
 
Childless 
Women Mothers Total 
Year of birth 1985.5 1984.2 1984.7 
Educational level    
Some primary or less 5.9% 12.2% 8.7% 
Some High School 40.9% 64.3% 50.3% 
Some Higher Education 53.1% 23.5% 40.9% 
Mother's educational level    
No education 3.6% 2.5% 3.1% 
Some Primary or less 37.7% 55.0% 44.6% 
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Some High School or more 54.9% 36.8% 48.2% 
Missing 3.7% 5.7% 4.2% 
Type of school    
Public 35.6% 56.0% 46.4% 
Subsidized 18.7% 19.6% 20.9% 
Private 9.8% 2.5% 8.0% 
Missing 36.0% 21.8% 24.7% 
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APPENDIX C. SELECTION OF CLUSTERS 
To choose the number of clusters of women’s work-family trajectories during the transition to 
motherhood, four stopping rules were used: Calinski-Harabasz presudo-F (CH), Duda-Hart Index (DH), 
Duda-Hart Pseudo T-squared (DH T2), and the Average Silhouette Width (ASW). Table C-1 shows the 
results for the four measures for one to twelve clusters as well as the sample distribution by the number of 
clusters. As reviewed in the analytical methods section, the results for the different stopping rules 
commonly give different results. In this case, three solutions match with the best values for two stopping 
rules (six, eight, and ten-group solutions). This analysis shows the level of disagreement that we can find 
across different stopping rules and how many times the decision for the number of clusters to analyze 
depends on a combination of empirical, theoretical, and practical factors. 
Accordingly, to choose a number of clusters I used two additional criteria: theoretical relevance 
and number of cases per cluster. As Table C-1 shows, the smaller number of cases by cluster group 
reaches below 200 cases from the 10-cluster solution onwards, which will significantly reduce the 
statistical power of the analysis. On the other hand, fewer cluster solutions miss substantively interesting 
work-family trajectories. The six-cluster solution combines all low attachment to work and high 
attachment to home trajectories together in group 6 and combines the steady work and unsteady work-
family trajectories in group 1. The seven-cluster solution differentiates former group 1 into the steady 
work and the unsteady work-family trajectory (now group 2). The eight-cluster solution splits the former 
group 6 in the six-cluster solution (mostly home trajectory) into two groups: steady home (group 7) and 
mostly opting out (group 8). The 9-group and 10-group solutions disaggregate the OLF trajectories 
(mostly studying) further, depending on the timing of the out-of-OLF transition and how attached to 
home that transition is. Although these groups could be interesting, the focus of this study is on work-
family trajectories. The 11-group solution disaggregates the unsteady work-family trajectory into two 
groups—one with more unemployment than the other. The 12-groups solution disaggregates the opting 
out group into two new groups that vary in timing. Differentiating between these two groups could be 
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relevant. However, considering the small sample sizes, the complexity of analyzing so many groups, and 
the measures of fit, I decide to use the 8-group solution.  
As this study shows, the selection of clusters is an important methodological decision. In order to 
simplify the interpretation of results, some studies choose to select a solution with fewer clusters. 
However, the results of the analysis presented in this paper show that the 8-cluster solution—compared to 
the solutions with fewer groups—allows me to detect cross cohort differences between the steady home 
and the opting out trajectories that are substantively interesting. 
 
Table C-1. Cluster Stopping Rules and Distribution of Sample by Cluster Number 
N 
Clusters CH DH DH T2 ASW Number of clusters 
          2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1 - - - - 3,111 1,907 1,907 1,714 1,714 1,085 1,085 1,085 1,085 1,085 1,085 
2 1584.8 0.8181 691.38 0.386 1,446 1,204 980 193 193 629 629 629 629 316 316 
3 1355.36 0.7969 306.38 0.405  1,446 224 980 751 193 193 193 193 313 313 
4 1143.91 0.7783 542.57 0.403   1,446 224 229 751 751 205 205 193 193 
5 1061.51 0.7969 249.33 0.417    1,446 224 229 229 546 304 205 205 
6 1007.03 0.8189 378.67 0.448     1,446 224 224 229 242 304 304 
7 947.12 0.784 397.72 0.401      1,446 961 224 229 242 242 
8 893.85 0.87 111.89 0.329       485 961 224 229 229 
9 839.1 0.8279 113.07 0.344        485 961 224 224 
10 793.11 0.8616 100.76 0.352         485 961 626 
11 758.11 0.7453 327.79           485 335 
12 724.49 0.7283 89.51            485 
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APPENDIX D. DESCRIPTION OF EXCLUDED TRAJECTORY GROUPS 
The findings for the excluded groups are presented in Table D-1. The results show that there is no 
cohort effect on the likelihood of following the unemployment trajectory compared to the steady work 
trajectory. Women in the younger cohorts are more likely to follow the Out-of-OLF trajectory (which is 
mostly studying to work or home), even after controlling for education and age at childbirth. In contrast, 
the youngest cohort is less likely than the oldest cohort of following the steady OLF trajectory—in other 
words, they are less likely of steadily studying during the transition to motherhood. Compared to being 
steadily at home, younger cohorts are more likely of following the unemployment and Out-of-OLF 
trajectories. Age at childbirth is negatively associated with following the unemployment, Out-of-OLF and 
steady OLF trajectories when compared to working steadily. 
More educated women are less likely to follow unemployment and steady OLF trajectories than the 
steady work trajectories.  Higher educated women are also more likely to transition out of OLF than to be 
steadily at home. In terms of social background, women whose mothers have a higher educational level 
are less likely of following the unemployment trajectory than to being steadily at home. Compared to 
steady work, women from more advantaged social background are less likely of being steadily 
unemployed and more likely of following the Out-of-OLF and steady OLF trajectories—that is, women 
from more advantaged background seem to be more able to study during the transition to motherhood 




Table D-1. Multinomial Logistic Model on Mothers’ Excluded Trajectories  
 Ref. group: Steady Work (n=1,085) Ref. group: Steady Home (n=961) 
 Unemployme
nt 
Out of OLF Steady OLF Attrition Unemployme
nt 
Out of OLF Steady OLF Attrition 
Cohort (ref=1955-1963)         
1964-1968 -0.056 0.164 0.132 1.165* 0.267 0.487* 0.455 1.489** 
 (0.341) (0.234) (0.370) (0.495) (0.340) (0.242) (0.374) (0.506) 
1969-1973 -0.084 0.443+ -0.162 2.199*** 0.728* 1.255*** 0.650* 3.011*** 
 (0.363) (0.235) (0.318) (0.434) (0.366) (0.246) (0.326) (0.455) 
1974-1979 0.294 0.601* -0.003 4.028*** 1.201** 1.509*** 0.904** 4.935*** 
 (0.383) (0.259) (0.324) (0.472) (0.385) (0.270) (0.340) (0.488) 
1980-1990  0.602 0.845** -1.019* 5.549*** 1.823*** 2.066*** 0.201 6.770*** 
 (0.451) (0.313) (0.440) (0.495) (0.456) (0.309) (0.436) (0.512) 
Age at childbirth (centered at 
mean age 22) 
-0.127*** -0.297*** -0.246*** 0.144*** 0.111*** -0.060** -0.008 0.381*** 
 (0.029) (0.024) (0.031) (0.040) (0.028) (0.023) (0.030) (0.040) 
Age at childbirth squared 0.004 0.017*** 0.015*** 0.005 -0.007* 0.006* 0.004 -0.006+ 
 (0.004) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) 
Educational level (ref=Some 
Primary) 
        
Some HS -0.787** 0.937*** -0.204 -0.524 -0.087 1.636*** 0.496* 0.175 
 (0.248) (0.246) (0.263) (0.438) (0.235) (0.227) (0.247) (0.446) 
Some HE (Associate or 
Professional) 
-1.799*** 0.255 -1.338* -0.897+ 0.498 2.552*** 0.959+ 1.399* 
 (0.435) (0.361) (0.531) (0.485) (0.495) (0.437) (0.576) (0.548) 
Mother’s educational level (ref= 
No education) 
        
Some primary -0.097 1.154*** 0.624+ 0.628 -0.189 1.061*** 0.531 0.536 
 (0.309) (0.287) (0.371) (0.447) (0.305) (0.283) (0.357) (0.457) 
Some high-school or more -0.599 1.640*** 1.974*** 0.872+ -1.113** 1.127*** 1.461*** 0.358 
 (0.424) (0.324) (0.388) (0.489) (0.430) (0.325) (0.382) (0.507) 
Missing -0.282 0.766* 0.467 -0.328 -0.476 0.572 0.273 -0.522 
 (0.417) (0.359) (0.473) (0.622) (0.407) (0.356) (0.448) (0.638) 
Type of school attended (ref= 
Public) 
        
Subsidized -0.033 0.308 -0.004 0.535+ 0.655* 0.997*** 0.685* 1.223*** 
 (0.303) (0.191) (0.290) (0.291) (0.324) (0.219) (0.309) (0.313) 
Private -22.001*** 1.428*** 0.056 0.517 -22.203*** 1.226*** -0.146 0.315 







Missing 0.142 0.301 1.234** -22.824*** -0.427 -0.268 0.665+ -23.393*** 
 (0.480) (0.296) (0.420) (0.341) (0.466) (0.268) (0.399) (0.332) 
Constant -0.750+ -3.288*** -2.152*** -5.118*** -1.879*** -4.417*** -3.280*** -6.247*** 
 (0.401) (0.376) (0.475) (0.560) (0.387) (0.359) (0.453) (0.565) 
         
Observations 193 751 224 229 193 751 224 229 
Robust standard errors in parentheses 
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APPENDIX E. MEN’S WORK-FAMILY TRAJECTORIES DURING THE TRANSITION TO 
PARENTHOOD 
The results suggest three most common trajectories for men. The trajectories are presented in 
Figure E-1, showing the distribution of statuses across months, and in Figure E-2, showing each person’s 
trajectory and reflecting the proportion of people in each trajectory. The latter allows looking at specific 
sequences occurring in each trajectory group. The vast majority (73.4%) follows the Steady Work 
trajectory. The second most common one is the OLF-to-Work transition trajectory (17.1%) where people 
transition between “other”, which is mostly studying, to working steadily early in the period. Finally, a 
smaller group (9.5%) is the Work-to-Missing trajectory. This group could possibly be underestimating the 
proportion of men in steady work trajectories since they could be steady work trajectories with missing 
statuses at the end of the period.  
In sum, these trajectories suggest mostly steady work or study-work combinations and none of 
them suggests that men are spending time at home/care. This confirms the relative homogeneity of men’s 
attachment to work during the transition to parenthood. 
 
Figure E-1. Men’s Distribution of Statuses by Trajectory Type 
 
 






APPENDIX F. MULTINOMIAL LOGISTIC MODEL WITH THE UNSTEADY WORK-FAMILY TRAJECTORY AS THE 
REFERENCE GROUP 
 
Table F-2. Multinomial logistic model on mothers’ trajectories (reference: ‘Unsteady Work-Family” (n=629))  
    Excluded trajectories 
 Steady Work Steady Home Opting Out Unemployme
nt 
Out of OLF Steady OLF Attrition 
Cohort (ref=1955-1963)        
1964-1968 -0.163 -0.486* 0.207 -0.218 0.001 -0.031 1.003+ 
 (0.194) (0.206) (0.236) (0.360) (0.263) (0.388) (0.513) 
1969-1973 -0.193 -1.005*** 0.128 -0.276 0.250 -0.354 2.007*** 
 (0.201) (0.218) (0.238) (0.382) (0.263) (0.338) (0.455) 
1974-1979 -1.018*** -1.926*** -0.591* -0.724+ -0.417 -1.021** 3.010*** 
 (0.217) (0.236) (0.248) (0.391) (0.271) (0.336) (0.483) 
1980-1990  -1.496*** -2.716*** -0.656+ -0.894+ -0.651* -2.515*** 4.054*** 
 (0.279) (0.290) (0.370) (0.456) (0.317) (0.440) (0.501) 
Age at childbirth (centered at mean age 
22) 
0.107*** -0.130*** 0.064* -0.020 -0.190*** -0.139*** 0.251*** 
 (0.023) (0.022) (0.026) (0.029) (0.024) (0.031) (0.040) 
Age at childbirth squared -0.006** 0.005* -0.006* -0.002 0.011*** 0.009** -0.001 
 (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.004) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) 
Educational level (ref=Some Primary)        
Some HS 0.453* -0.247 -0.120 -0.333 1.390*** 0.249 -0.071 
 (0.188) (0.174) (0.213) (0.256) (0.245) (0.266) (0.451) 
Some HE (Associate or Professional) 0.971*** -1.325*** -0.435 -0.828+ 1.227** -0.366 0.074 
 (0.255) (0.349) (0.372) (0.458) (0.386) (0.546) (0.508) 
Mother’s educational level (ref= No 
education) 
       
Some primary -0.512* -0.419+ -0.221 -0.608+ 0.642* 0.112 0.117 
 (0.239) (0.235) (0.270) (0.341) (0.306) (0.382) (0.474) 
Some high-school or more -0.192 0.322 -0.335 -0.791+ 1.449*** 1.783*** 0.680 
 (0.297) (0.310) (0.363) (0.461) (0.352) (0.411) (0.524) 
Missing 0.101 0.296 -0.044 -0.180 0.868* 0.569 -0.226 
 (0.334) (0.327) (0.368) (0.472) (0.407) (0.503) (0.679) 
Type of school attended (ref= Public)        
Subsidized 0.079 -0.610** -0.067 0.046 0.387+ 0.075 0.614* 







Private -0.199 0.003 0.484 -22.200*** 1.229** -0.142 0.318 
 (0.370) (0.421) (0.402) (0.346) (0.447) (0.516) (0.475) 
Missing 0.470 1.039*** -0.483 0.613 0.772** 1.704*** -22.353*** 
 (0.317) (0.299) (0.464) (0.462) (0.276) (0.411) (0.332) 
Constant 1.001*** 2.130*** 0.406 0.251 -2.287*** -1.150* -4.117*** 
 (0.281) (0.268) (0.313) (0.438) (0.396) (0.486) (0.587) 
        
Observations 1,085 961 485 193 751 224 229 
Robust standard errors in parentheses 










APPENDIX G. INTERACTIONAL MULTINOMIAL LOGISTIC MODEL 
Table G-1. Multinomial Logistic Model on Mothers’ Trajectories (Cohort*Education) (reference: ‘Steady Work” (n=1,085))  
 




Steady Home Opting Out Unemployme
nt 
Out of OLF Steady OLF Attrition 
Cohort (ref=1955-1966)        
1967-1974 0.068 -1.297*** -0.200 0.004 -0.478 -1.392** 1.879* 
 (0.334) (0.306) (0.337) (0.446) (0.546) (0.494) (0.761) 
1975-1990 1.364** -1.226** 0.614 0.711 -0.252 -1.777** 4.552*** 
 (0.478) (0.450) (0.479) (0.601) (0.638) (0.668) (0.871) 
Age at childbirth (centered at 
mean age 22) 
-0.121*** -0.244*** -0.055* -0.131*** -0.313*** -0.255*** 0.096** 
 (0.023) (0.021) (0.027) (0.031) (0.024) (0.031) (0.037) 
Age at childbirth squared 0.006** 0.011*** -0.000 0.003 0.017*** 0.015*** 0.005 
 (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.004) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) 
Educational level (ref=Some 
Primary) 
       
Some HS -0.185 -1.030*** -0.680** -0.546 0.423 -1.578*** 0.158 
 (0.262) (0.218) (0.247) (0.408) (0.434) (0.388) (0.713) 
Some HE (Associate or 
Professional) 
-0.856* -3.202*** -1.177* -1.164* -0.455 -1.660** -0.575 
 (0.342) (0.380) (0.478) (0.540) (0.547) (0.584) (0.739) 
Educational level*Cohort        
Some HS*1967-1974 -0.031 0.766* 0.522 -0.089 0.618 1.976*** -0.145 
 (0.379) (0.343) (0.380) (0.555) (0.579) (0.583) (0.900) 
Some HS*1975-1990 -0.458 0.175 -0.265 -0.484 0.772 1.832* -0.727 
 (0.504) (0.474) (0.552) (0.675) (0.661) (0.735) (0.937) 
Some HE*1967-1974 0.223 2.270*** -0.041 -1.520 1.304+ 0.503 0.320 
 (0.514) (0.597) (0.667) (1.191) (0.729) (1.244) (0.917) 
Some HE*1975-1990 -0.518 -0.292 -1.213 -1.784 0.552 -23.095*** -0.991 
 (0.655) (1.173) (0.837) (1.247) (0.853) (0.855) (1.005) 
Mother’s educational level 
(ref= No education) 
       







 (0.243) (0.205) (0.236) (0.308) (0.290) (0.363) (0.441) 
Some high-school or more 0.293 0.523+ -0.065 -0.501 1.713*** 1.965*** 1.249* 
 (0.299) (0.276) (0.324) (0.422) (0.327) (0.391) (0.486) 
Missing -0.083 0.176 -0.149 -0.254 0.772* 0.396 -0.225 
 (0.340) (0.265) (0.299) (0.416) (0.362) (0.470) (0.634) 
Type of school attended (ref= 
Public) 
       
Subsidized -0.039 -0.704*** -0.137 -0.002 0.318+ -0.005 0.557+ 
 (0.184) (0.191) (0.232) (0.297) (0.190) (0.289) (0.311) 
Private 0.167 0.111 0.646* -22.701*** 1.378*** 0.062 0.607 
 (0.370) (0.335) (0.314) (0.242) (0.345) (0.437) (0.440) 
Missing -0.222 0.471+ -0.719+ 0.349 0.415 0.733* -23.043*** 
 (0.288) (0.264) (0.402) (0.412) (0.261) (0.341) (0.326) 
Constant -1.040*** 1.371*** -0.358 -0.911* -2.635*** -1.236** -4.998*** 
 (0.290) (0.239) (0.276) (0.373) (0.453) (0.428) (0.738) 
        
Observations 629 961 485 193 751 224 229 
Robust standard errors in parentheses 
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